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UNIVERSITY SENATE 


MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF 3 APRIL 1992 


PRESENT: _ Dr. P. Kenniff (Chair); Dr. R. Sheinin; Dr. C.L. Bertrand; Dr. M. Cohen; 
Me B. Gaudet; Prof. F.D. Hamblin; Dean M.N.S. Swamy; Dean C.A. 
Ross; Prof. J. Drysdale; Prof. C. White; Prof. M. Peluso; Prof. M. 
Stelcner; Mr. S. Yee; Prof. A.B. Doyle; Prof. P.D. Ziogas; Ms. I. Sendek; 
Prof. A. Rahman; Dr. D.L. Boisvert; Mr. D. Pomerleau; Prof. A. Newell; 
Prof. L. Adams; Prof. E.B. Newman; Acting Dean G. Valaskakis; Prof. 
W. Knitter; Dean R.J. Parker; Prof. J. Locke; Mr. J. Fearnley; Mr. B. 
Smart; Prof. K. Raudsepp; Prof. L. Kryzanowski; Prof. T. Stathopoulos; 
Dr. J. Lightstone; Prof. B. MacKay; Mr. K. Lowther; Ms. J. Graham; 
Prof. G. Auchinachie; Prof. M. Brian. 


INVITED GUEST: Me P. André Gervais, Q.C. (Chairman, Board of 
Governors). 
ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Acting Dean M. Kusy; Mr. J. Dracontaidis; Mr. T. 
Dowd; Mr. M. Kinsville; Prof. J. Segovia. 
Call to Order 
92-4-1 The meeting was called to order by Dr. Kenniff at 2:10 pm. 
Approval of Agenda 
92-4-2 The Agenda, as presented, was approved. 


Approval of Senate minutes 


92-4-3 IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. PELUSO, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 7 
FEBRUARY AND 6 MARCH, 1992, BE APPROVED. 
MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


92-4-4 Dr. Kenniff advised that he had no remarks other than to introduce to those 
members of Senate who did not know him, Me P. André Gervais, 
Chairman, Board of Governors of Concordia University, who was present 
today in response to Senate's invitation with respect to Agenda Item V; and 
to welcome him to the meeting. 


92-4-5 


92-4-6 


Procedures with respect to the Advisory Search Committee - Dean. Faculty 
of Commerce and Administration 


Dr. Kenniff advised that the Steering Committee was suggesting as a format 
for dealing with this Agenda item, and subject to approval, that Senate move 
into "Committee of the Whole"; that 1 1/2 hours be allocated initially for 
dealing with the item, with the understanding that not all of the allocated 
time necessarily would have to be used, and that the time period could be 
extended to further 1/2-hour segments should Senate decide to do so; and 
that he relinquish the Chair and turn it over to Dr. Bertrand while Senate 
was in "Committee of the Whole". 


Senate agreed with the above-mentioned procedures, as had been suggested 
by the Steering Committee. 


COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


Dr. Bertrand explained that he intended to begin this particular part of the 
meeting by inviting Me Gervais, Dr. Kenniff and Dr. Sheinin, each in turn, 
to address Senate with respect to the matter under consideration. 


In initial comments, Me Gervais expressed delight at being present at 
today's meeting, which he advised, was the first occasion since the joint 
meeting of Senate and the Board of Governors on 30 October 1989 where 
he had had an opportunity to address Senate. He also stated that although it 
was unfortunate that his presence was tied to the particular issue on the 
Agenda, it was nonetheless very important in terms of fostering a dialogue 
between Senate and the Board of Governors; and that perhaps there should 
be more occasions for such meetings, and which, in fact, was presently 
under consideration by the Board vis-a-vis methods for improving 
communication between the two bodies. In providing background 
information with respect to the issue of the appointment of the Dean, 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, me Gervais advised that an 
advisory search committee chaired by the Vice-Rector, Academic, had been 
established by the Board of Governors; that he had received the 
Committee's report from the Vice-Rector,, Academic, with a copy of the 
report presumably having been given to the Rector; that, given that the Vice- 
Rectors were non-voting members of the Board of Governors, resolutions 
to approve recommendations from advisory search committees traditionally 
were moved by the Rector; that in this case, he had been informed by the 
Rector that he was not prepared to move the necessary resolution; that, in 
light of this, and with a view toward resolving the matter and coming to an 
understanding, he had requested that the Rector and the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, meet with him in his office; that the meeting did not result in a 
satisfactory conclusion to the situation, as had been hoped; that at the 
December 1992 meeting of the Board of Governors, no notion was made, 
nor was a report made by the Vice-Rector, Academic, but rather, he had 
advised the Board that the Rector wished to speak to the point in question, 
which he did; that the Rector informed the Board that he did not wish to 
propose a resolution vis-a-vis the recommendation of the Committee; that 
after some discussion, given his feeling that an issue of this nature could not 


be discussed fruitfully among forty people, the Chairman had 
recommended, and it was agreed, that a sub-committee of the Board of 
Governors be established with a mandate to review the recommendation of 
the Advisory Search Committee for Dean of the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, to adopt such procedures that it might deem appropriate, 
and to make a recommendation to the Board of Governors with respect to 
the appointment of a Dean of the Faculty of Commerce I and 
Administration; that given the particular circumstances, the Chairman felt 
that the review committee should be comprised of the most relevant and 
qualified individuals, and that in consequence, in addition to the Committee 
being chaired by himself as Chairman of the Board of Governors, the other 
members who were appointed included Mr. Claude Taylor, Vice-Chairman 
of the Board of Governors and Chairman of the Board of Air Canada, Sister 
Eileen McIlwaine, President of Marianopolis College, Me Manon Vennat, 
Chairman of Spencer Stuart (Canada) Ltd., (an executive search firm), Dr. 
Robert Pallen,, a faculty member from the Faculty of Arts and Science, and 
Mr. Didier Pomerleau, a graduate student in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration; that procedurally, the committee decided to review the 
documentation which had been provided by the Advisory Search Committee 
and to interview the Rector and Vice-Rector, Academic, i.e., it was 
determined that the intention was not to review or attempt to second guess 
what the Advisory Search Committee had done, but rather to base its 
recommendations on the evidence from the documentation and interviews 
given by the Rector and the Vice-Rector, Academic; that the committee did 
not have, nor did it want or request the minutes of the Advisory Search 
Committee meetings; that it was determined that the options available to the 
review committee were to recommend to the Board of Governors that the 
recommendation of the Advisory Search Committee be accepted and 
approved, or that someone else be appointed, or that the Board establish a 
new advisory search committee with a mandate to begin the search process 
anew; that with respect to the last option, the function of the Advisory 
Search Committee had terminated when it submitted its report, i.e., it had 
no mandate other than to make a recommendation, and that once that was 
done its mandate was terminated, although the Board of Governors could 
have re-appointed the same members if they wished to sit and reconsider or 
review what they had done or interview other candidates; that the review 
committee determined that it did not wish to recommend the approval of the 
recommendation of the Advisory Search Committee; that once that decision 
had been made, the committee was left with the alternative of recommending 
the appointment of another individual as Dean, or returning the matter to the 
Board to establish a new advisory search committee, which could be 
composed of the same members; that on the basis of the evidence and the 
committee's own conclusions, and given that the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration had been without a Dean for 1 1/2 years and that it would 
not be a healthy situation for the Faculty to be placed in that position again 
for possibly another 6 months to a year, and the feeling that those who 
already had been candidates perhaps would not wish to present themselves 
again at this particular time, to go through the same process, all of which 
would result in a very difficult situation, it was determined that the latter 
course would not be a wise one; that the committee therefore concluded that 
the most appropriate course of action was to recommend that the Acting 


Dean of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration be appointed Dean; 
and that the committee also recommended, however, that the term of 
appointment be for 3 years rather than the normal term of 5 years, because, 
since it was not the Advisory Search Committee's recommendation that 
would be followed, the review committee did not wish to recommend an 
appointment that would be for a longer period of time than was necessary to 
give the Dean full authority, i.e. I the committee felt that anything less than 
3 years would result in the appointee being considered as an interim Dean, 
that a 3-year period would give the individual sufficient time to run the 
Faculty properly and to prove himself, that if the individual wished to 
present himself as a candidate at the end of the 3-year period he may do so, 
and that, as the procedures stood today, if the evaluation was favourable, he 
would be re-appointed, but if not, there would be a full search. With respect 
to this, he stressed that this would be in accordance with the procedures 
which were presently in effect, but which may change on the basis of 
recommendations from the committee presently reviewing the procedures 
and the final resolution by the Board of Governors after the input and 
recommendations made by Senate. Finally, he advised that the Board of 
Governors endorsed the recommendation from the review committee, and 
Dr. Christopher Ross was appointed for a term of 3 years. 


Stating that he welcomed the opportunity to attempt to enlighten members of 
Senate on some of the. facts and circumstances surrounding the 
appointment of the Dean of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
Dr. Kenniff advised that he would try to provide information, from his own 
perspective, additional to what had been provided by Me Gervais; that 
insofar as was possible, he would try to avoid repeating in his opening 
remarks the 3-hour discussion on the subject that had taken place at the 
Commerce and Administration Faculty Council meeting and which debate 
appeared to have been quite accurately consigned to the minutes of that 
meeting; and that he also intended to take the chronology of events a bit 
further back in time than what had been requested in the resolution. He 
explained that the process of searching for a new Dean of the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration began in the summer of 1990 when the then 
Dean of the Faculty resigned his position; that at that point in time the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, wished to conduct a review of the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, which practice she had begun to do as a 
matter of policy in the penultimate year of the term of an incumbent Dean, 
but that the difficulty in this situation was that since the Dean had resigned, 
there had been no opportunity to do the review in-the penultimate year; that, 
in consequence, if a review of the Faculty was to be conducted, it was 
necessary that an interim arrangement be assured, and that for that purpose, 
the decision was made to appoint Dr. Ross as Acting Dean of the Faculty 
for a period extending from | August 1990 to 31 December 1991; that the 
process of review of the Faculty began in the Fall of 1990 by the committee 
that had been appointed by the Vice-Rector, Academic; that the committee 
conducted its work over several months and reported to the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, about the time that the Advisory Search Committee was struck to 
begin the search for a new Dean for the Faculty; that, insofar as he 
understood, the report of the review committee was submitted to the 
Advisory Search Committee to be used in establishing a profile of the Dean 


who would lead the Faculty over the course of the ensuing term, and also to 
elicit from candidates on the short-list their reactions to the content of the 
report; that the Advisory Search Committee completed its work in 
mid-November 1991, and made its recommendation for appointment from 
among the short-list that was considered finally by the Committee, and 
which list also included the current Dean; that the results. of the 
Committee's deliberations were communicated to him just prior to the 
meeting of the Board of Governors scheduled for 20 November 1991; that, 
at that point in time, there was not as yet a written reasoned report to be 
submitted to the Board of Governors as required under the existing rules 
and procedures governing evaluation and advisory search committees; that 
at that time, and for that reason only, consideration of the issue was 
postponed until the December 1991 meeting of the Board of Governors 
because it was not possible to ensure that a written report approved by the 
Advisory Search Committee could be submitted in time for consideration by 
the Board of Governors at its meeting of 20 November 1991; that at the 
December 1991 meeting of the Board, it would have been customary for 
him,, as Rector, to move a notion with respect to the conclusions of the 
Advisory Search Committee in accordance with Article 33 of the existing 
rules and procedures, which requires that a report by the Advisory Search 
Committee be made to the Board, and a report, if it was deemed necessary 
to do a separate report, by the Chair of the committee as the person to whom 
the position reports, and that the "Board may make the appointment if it sees 
fit"; that in this instance, a motion was not made by the Rector at the 
December meeting of the Board, and the Board did not consider the 
recommendation of the Advisory Search Committee; and that what occurred 
at that point, as already had been pointed out by Me Gervais, was that an ad 
hoc committee of the Board was struck with the membership as has 
previously been indicated, which was asked to review the findings of the 
Advisory Search Committee and to make appropriate recommendations to 
the Board of Governors. He emphasized that he had not requested that the 
Board overturn the Advisory Search Committee's recommendation, nor had 
it done so, but rather it merely decided to look at that recommendation 
through the medium of a committee of the Board established for that 
purpose. In addition, with respect to the question as to why other courses of 
action were not followed, particularly with respect to the matter not having 
been referred back to the Advisory Search Committee for reconsideration, 
Dr. Kenniff explained that as already had been indicated by Me Gervais, in 
accordance with the current rules, when an Advisory Search Committee 
makes a recommendation and it is in the hands of the Board of Governors, 
the committee's work is terminated, and that under the current procedures it 
is not empowered to reconsider its decision; that there was also great 
concern in the University, not only in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, but in other areas as well, over the fact that with the 
turn-over in administration there were a number of people who were 
"acting" administrators, and that that situation should be brought to an end 
as quickly as was feasible; that having been in a situation where the Faculty 
was headed by an Acting Dean for almost 1 1/2 years, there might well have 
been concern that it would be best not to prolong that situation for several 
more months; and that the Board of Governors made a decision drawing 
upon the short-list of candidates that had been considered by the Advisory 


Search Committee. Concerning the question as to what had prompted him to 
hesitate about moving the motion at the December 1991 meeting of the 
Board, Dr. Kenniff advised that given his responsibility to the University, it 
was important for him to consider recommendations made to the Board, as 
it was for all members of the Board, and to assess and evaluate them, 1.e., 
their role was not one of rubber-stamping, nor was his role as Rector 
automatically to move a motion without considering exactly what he was 
moving; that his hesitation at that time related particularly to the fact that the 
decision, in his view, was an extremely important one for the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, and that its importance perhaps was unique 
and quite different from similar situations that he had lived through either in 
terms of the advisory search committees that he had chaired over the past 
eight years or in the recommendations that have come forward to the Board 
of Governors from other advisory search committees during that period; that 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration had gone through a difficult 
period including the time leading up to the resignation of the previous Dean 
of the Faculty in the summer of 1990 and the I 1/2-year period during which 
there was an Acting Dean; that he was familiar with that history not only as 
Rector of the University, but, as well, the year preceding the arrival of Dr. 
Sheinin during which time he had acted as Vice-Rector, Academic; that it 
had appeared to him that it was extremely important that the Board make an 
appointment which would be in the best, interests of the Faculty and the 
University as a whole; that he had stated that in that form because he wanted 
it clearly understood that this was a matter of policy and a matter of 
judgment, and not, as some had suggested quite erroneously, an issue 
relating to the integrity of candidates or the quality of the work of the 
Advisory Search Committee; that the appointment of senior academic 
administrators of Concordia was of the highest importance, that in each case 
the decision must be made carefully, and that in this particular case, in his 
view, even more care needed to be brought to bear upon the decision that 
had to be made; that with that in mind, he had asked the Board to take a 
second look, 1.e., to satisfy itself that the recommendation being made was 
the one that indeed would be in the best interests of the Faculty and the 
University; that he wished to emphasize, as he had done at the Faculty 
Council, that a dean as an academic administrator in a university played a 
role that involved acting as the academic leader in the Faculty, defending the 
Faculty's interests to the best of her or his ability and representing the 
Faculty in various quarters both inside and outside the university, but also, 
as an academic administrator of the entire university in the advisory role that 
the academic deans play to the Vice-Rector, Academic, and in the role that 
the deans together play as academic leaders in making sure that their 
Faculties function well not only by themselves but in the interrelationships 
that they experience within the university as a whole; that in the case of the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, it was perhaps the latter aspect 
that was the one that had been the subject of great concern and discussion in 
the Faculty over quite a number of years, and which, if he had understood 
correctly what he had heard prior to coming to Concordia, was an issue that 
went back a very long way in the history of the Faculty; that for that reason, 
he felt that it was important that the Board of Governors, as the University 
body responsible for appointing the Dean, satisfy itself indeed that among 
the field of quality candidates, the appointment recommended and decided 


upon by the Board be the best choice among those that were short-listed by 
the Advisory Search Committee; and that the conclusion of the Board, 
which already had been expressed by Me Gervais, was a conclusion to 
which he subscribed fully. Finally, with respect to considerations which 
had been raised in Faculty Council, but which considerations had not 
entered into his review of the situation neither near nor far, 1.e., improper 
functioning of the Advisory Search Committee, impropriety on the part of 
any of the candidates, or issues going to considerations as to bias, 
discrimination, etc. ; that none of these issues ever had been raised nor had 
they entered into any discussions in which he had taken part; that from his 
own experience of having chaired eight advisory search committees at 
Concordia, what had occurred in this one instance had not and would not 
undermine the search process, contrary to what has been suggested, nor 
would it become common practice henceforth; and that each appointment 
was to be considered on its merits, and that he was satisfied that in the vast 
majority of cases, the recommendation made by advisory search 
committees, as experience had proven over the history of Concordia, were 
indeed and would continue to be approved and adopted by the Board of 
Governors. 


In her opening remarks, Dr. Sheinin assured Senate that in every way, the 
charge that was given to the Advisory Search Committee by the Board of 
Governors, had been carried out honestly and with integrity. 


Prof. Drysdale explained the question format that he was planning to use 
and its focus, and provided background information and rationale for the 
resolution that he had authored which had resulted in today's exercise and 
which he emphasized, was intended to remove doubts about the 
performance, competence or integrity of the members of the Advisory 
Search Committee in arriving at its recommendations, and to restore 
confidence in decision making processes surrounding the appointment of 
senior administrators. He also emphasized that the purposes and the goals 
of this exercise, for his part, were constructive; that they essentially were 
not punitive, nor were they focused on trying to bring about any sort of 
punishment for alleged mistakes or misdeeds; nor to attempt to undo past 
actions and decisions; that rather, he wished to focus attention on the 
processes that had taken place, primarily but not exclusively, in order to 
improve the established procedures and avoid some of the more obvious 
problems in the future. 


In response to a comment and questions from Prof. Drysdale, Me Gervais 
advised that the procedures for advisory search committees which were 
approved by the Board of Governors in 1984, and as contained in document 
US-92-3-D161 in fact had been submitted to Senate for consideration, and 
that Senate had declined to comment on the recommendations which were 
subsequently approved by the Board; and that with respect to Article 32 in 
the procedures, it was the view of the Committee (CESSA), which he had 
chaired, and which had formulated the procedures, that in a situation where 
the majority of the members of an advisory search committee might be in 
favour of a particular candidate, with the chair of the committee being the 
person to whom the candidate would be reporting, that it was extremely 


important to have the view not only of the committee itself, but also of the 
chairperson of the committee, particularly in the event that he or she had a 
view that differed from that of the committee; and that in all instances, the 
chair has always endorsed the recommendation of the committee. He also 
confirmed that at the time of the establishment of the Advisory Search 
Committee for Dean of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration and the 
appointment of its members, it had been his expectation that the Board 
would receive, in due course, probably in November or December 1991, a 
report from the Advisory Search Committee recommending the appointment 
of a specific nominee who would take office in January 1992; and that he 
had not been aware, either previously or at the present time after having 
chaired the ad hoc review committee, of any procedural problems or failure 
on the part of the Advisory Search Committee to fulfill properly, honestly 
and totally the mandate which had been given to it by the Board of 
Governors. 


In responding to questions addressed to her by Prof. Drysdale, Dr. Sheinin 
advised that there had been no departures from normal practices and 
procedures by the Advisory Search Committee with respect to its actions 
and decisions taken in this particular instance; that as Chair of the Advisory 
Search Committee, she had prepared the report which, when written, had 
reflected the unanimous view of the Search Committee that had emerged at 
its last meeting; that the document when completed was circulated back to 
the members for signature; that, with one exception, all members had 
affixed their signature to the report; that she had chosen not to submit a 
separate report as Chair of the Advisory Search Committee as was provided 
for in Article 32 of the procedures; and that the Committee had completed its 
deliberations on 16 November 1991, and that technically speaking, its work 
was completed when its report was submitted to the Chairman of the Board 
of Governors on 22 November 1991. She also advised that from her 
knowledge of the established procedures, it had been her expectation that 
the report of the Advisory Search Committee would be submitted to and 
received by the Board of Governors. 


With respect to questions raised by Prof. Drysdale, Dr. Kenniff advised that 
he had not sought to advise the Chair of the Advisory Search Committee 
regarding any factors relevant to the choice of a suitable candidate; and that 
as Rector of the University, he had been asked to appear before the review 
committee, at which time, in a broad-ranging discussion that had lasted over 
two hours, he had exchanged his views with the committee with respect to 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration vis-a-vis some of the issues 
which he felt the Faculty would have to face over the course of the next 
several years, and policies that would be important for it to consider both as 
a Faculty and as a part of the University. Responding to a specific question 
concerning what was described as a possible breach in Articles 32 and 33 of 
the procedures, which, it was stated, did not provide a role for the Rector in 
the process, Dr. Kenniff explained that on his return from heading an 
AUCC mission to South Africa, he received information from the Vice- 
Rector, Academic, that the work of the Advisory Search Committee was 
completed; that he had met with her on 18 November 1991, at which time 
the report of the Committee when written should come to him, but that he 


had informed the Vice-Rector, Academic, that in keeping with the two 
Articles mentioned, it was appropriate that the report should be addressed to 
the Chairman of the Board of Governors, and which she in fact had done; 
that at the same time, he also had made it clear that while respecting the 
work that she had done as Chair of the Advisory Search Committee, and 
having been done correctly and with integrity throughout, it was possible 
that he might have some hesitation about proceeding with the Committee's 
recommendation,, and that it was important that they give some time to 
discussing it together, which they subsequently did; and that they had 
discussed it again with Me Gervais just prior to the Board meeting in 
December 1991; that at that point in time, it was felt and agreed among 
them, that the course of action that occurred at the Board meeting was the 
appropriate way in which to deal with the matter; that although another 
option would have been to table the report and have a full discussion in a 
"closed session" of the Board, as already had been explained, it was felt that 
that would have been an inappropriate forum in which to hold that kind of 
discussion; that the Chairman's recommendation, with which the others had 
agreed, was to ask that an ad hoc committee be struck to consider the 
recommendation of the Advisory Search Committee and report back to the 
Board of Governors; and that while this was not provided for specifically in 
the two Articles in question, it was done in fact under the general heading in 
Article 33 "that the Board .... if it sees fit to make the appointment, "1. e. , 
the Board must satisfy itself that it is going to make the appointment; that 
this was not a decision by the Rector to block the presentation of the 
Advisory Search Committee; that the report was in the hands of the 
Chairman of the Board, 1.e., it had been written by the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, to the Chairman of the Board on his advice, and that it could well 
have been tabled at the Board of Governors at that time; and that in 
hindsight, if there had been a full and open discussion among 40 members 
of the Board, which subsequently would have been released to the media, 
and which in fact had happened with respect to the minutes of that particular 
Board meeting, it could have been extremely damaging to everyone 
concerned. Me Gervais added that the Vice-Rector, Academic, certainly had 
the right to speak at the Board meeting, and he would not have considered 
doing anything to prevent her from doing so and making her report, but that 
it had been agreed among the three of them at a meeting held a few days 
earlier that the best course of action would be that the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, would not make a report, that the Rector would enunciate certain 
reasons as to why he did not wish to move the resolution, and that the 
matter would be referred to a sub-committee of the Board; that this was 
what had been agreed among the three of them, and that that was the 
procedure that had been followed; that if the Rector had insisted on 
presenting his views to the Board, that would not have been refused; that-if 
the Vice-Rector, Academic, had wished to make a full and complete report 
to the Board at that time, that would not have been refused either; and that 
given that this was such a delicate issue, it was felt that the matter should be 
considered by a sub-committee of the Board, provided that the Board agreed 
with their view. 


Responding to a direct question concerning the interpretation of Article 32, 
Dr. Kenniff advised that it was an arguable interpretation to say that it 


required that something that was to be submitted to the Board of Governors 
must first of all be submitted to the full membership; that an equally 
arguable interpretation, and in fact what occurs in practice at the Board 
level, was that correspondence addressed to the full Board was in most 
cases either addressed to the Chairman or the Secretary of the Board of 
Governors; that, as has occurred, correspondence that has come to the 
Board in that capacity was referred to the Executive Committee or some 
other committee for consideration, or depending on its nature, it might not 
be considered at all; that the fact of the matter was that once an advisory 
search committee has transmitted its recommendation, which was the 
obligation visited upon it under Article 32, it was up to the Board to 
determine how it was going to deal with the matter that was coming before 
it. 


During the ensuing discussion, Prof. Newman stated that from the 
comments that had been made, it would appear to be reasonably clear that 
what had happened was that every procedure to which the University was 
accustomed had been followed; that the Advisory Search Committee had 
presented a close-to-unanimous report with which the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, was in agreement; that for reasons that had not yet been revealed, 
the Rector decided he did not like the recommended candidate, and that if he 
had not opposed the candidate, the individual would have been appointed to 
the position of Dean of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration; that 
the Board established a sub-committee comprised of the head of Air 
Canada, the chairman of an executive search firm, the head of a CEGEP, a 
student and one faculty member to consider the matter; and that if there was 
any reason for the Board not to accept the original recommendation, she 
could imagine the matter being given back to the Advisory Search 
Committee, or possibly establishing a now committee made up of faculty 
members, but she could not imagine asking a group of people, almost none 
of whom were academics, to determine who should be the Dean, and to do 
so without meeting with the candidates or looking at the notes of the 
Advisory Search Committee, but by talking only with the Vice-Rector,, 
Academic, and the Rector. In addition, she wished to request the Rector to 
state exactly why he wanted to have a different candidate; that the Rector, 
and Me Gervais be asked to bring the matter back to the original Advisory 
Search Committee with a request to determine who they now wish to be the 
Dean of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration; and that the Rector 
and the Chairman of the Board of Governors commit themselves to 
accepting the nomination to be recommended by that Committee. 


In response to the above, Dr. Kenniff advised that it was not because of a 
like or dislike of the candidates on the short-list considered by the Advisory 
Search Committee that he had entered into the process, i.e., it was not a 
question of the Rector or anyone else liking or not liking any of the 
candidates involved; nor, as had been suggested in certain newspaper 
articles, was it a question of the Rector having something personal against 
one of the candidates who was alleged to have disagreed with the Rector, 
that he had no knowledge as to what that was referring to, nor had that kind 
of consideration entered the picture at all; that on the other hand, as he had 
stated earlier, it was incumbent upon the senior academic administration of 


the University, of which he was a part, to assess the recommendations that 
are made to the Board of Governors, and to express his views with respect 
to that in the context of his views vis-a-vis the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, particularly in terms of policies and priorities as to where 
the Faculty should be going, the emphasis that it should be putting on the 
development of certain programmes in the years ahead, its relationship to 
the broader community, etc.; that, in this respect, and as he had emphasized 
earlier, his intervention was based upon the importance of the appointment 
of the Dean for the future of the Faculty over the course of the next several 
years in the context of the history of what had occurred in the Faculty in the 
last decade, the relationship between the Faculty Council, the Dean and the 
University, how the Faculty should evolve, how it should inter-relate with 
the other units in the University, etc.; that in consideration of all of these 
issues with respect to the candidates being submitted, he had expressed to 
the Board of Governors a hesitation to proceed with the recommendation 
that was being brought forward, not by saying that the Advisory Search 
Committee did not do its work or that it did not work on the basis of the 
material that had been submitted to it, but rather on the basis of his own 
view at that particular juncture with respect to the kind of appointment that 
would best suit the Faculty and the University as a whole; and that that was 
the role that he believed the Rector should play in the University. 


Prof. Newman stated that she fully believed that the Rector should have 
every input that he might wish to have into the selection process for any 
Dean, and that he could achieve that by presenting any such considerations 
to the search committee; that it was not the Rector's place to present and 
argue his ideas to the Board of Governors, but rather, as was the case with 
any individual, the Rector's concerns and views should be directed to the 
academic search committee; and that whether the committee chooses or not 
to take such input into account, the Rector, and everyone else, would have 
to accept the majority decision of informed people. 


Dr. Bertrand suggested that Prof. Newman should consider bringing the 
point which she had made above directly to the Groome Committee, or to 
Senate at the time that Senate would be considering the Groome 
Committee's report. 


With respect to a previous comment by Prof. Newman, Dr. Kenniff advised 
that he did not agree that the Rector and the Board of Governors should not 
have a role in the search process; and that the question of having input 
during the process, either with respect to himself as Rector or anyone else in 
the University, was an entirely defendable procedure, although it was not 
part of the search procedures as they existed at the present time, and that 
consequently, it was not a procedure that he could have availed himself of in 
the present context. 


Responding to a number of questions, Dr. Sheinin advised that the 
Advisory Search Committee had looked at a broad range of applicants and 
nominees and had indeed come up with a short-list which was considered 
by the Committee; and that all of the candidates in the short-list were 


competent vis-a-vis the position of Dean, Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration. 


In response to continuing questioning, Me Gervais advised that he had 
recommended to the Board that a sub-committee be established and the 
names of the individuals to be appointed, and that there had been some 
discussion at the Board meeting prior to the adoption of the resolution; that 
the report of the Advisory Search Committee had not been presented to, and 
therefore had not been debated at,, the Board of Governors; and that the 
options considered by the sub-committee included the possibility of 
recommending to the Board the appointment of the nominee recommended 
by the Advisory Search Committee, the appointment of someone else, or the 
establishment of another advisory search committee which could have been 
either the re-establishment of the previous committee or an entirely new 
committee. He also advised that the subcommittee had considered the 
possibility of recommending to the Board of Governors that its opinion be 
that the matter be returned to the Advisory Search Committee; that that 
would have meant that the Advisory Search Committee would have 
reviewed what it had done and perhaps come back with the same 
recommendation, another recommendation, or a suggestion that there be a 
new search; that it was the feeling of the sub-committee that the Advisory 
Search Committee had completed its task, that given that its 
recommendation was almost unanimous, to have it referred back to the 
Advisory Search Committee with a request to reconsider would not have 
advanced the process, and that the only real alternative was to have a Dean 
appointed at this time in order not to delay the matter further; that, in fact, 
the sub-committee's recommendation was to appoint another candidate who 
had been on the Advisory Search Committee's short-list; and that while the 
sub-committee could have recommended that the matter be sent back to a 
re-established Advisory Search Committee with a request that it consider 
recommending someone else from the short-list, or anyone else that it might 
wish, it did not feel that that was the best alternative. 


Dr. Bertrand drew members' attention to the fact that only 4 minutes 
remained with respect to the initially adopted time period for this Agenda 
item; and it was agreed that the discussion time be extended by an additional 
30 minutes. 


Responding to a question concerning the delay in establishing the Advisory 
Search Committee following the resignation of the previous Dean of the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration in accordance with Article 5 of the 
procedures, Dr. Sheinin advised that she did not believe that there had been 
an unnecessary delay in establishing the Committee; that it was very 
important, particularly at that time, to carry out a review of the Faculty, 
which was done; that that process had taken a period of time, that it was one 
in which members of the Faculty had participated, that it was an important 
process in terms of thinking about the future of the Faculty and identifying 
areas of concern and opportunities for the future; that when that process was 
complete, the search was initiated and took its course; and that in her 
opinion, there had not been an undue delay, but rather an appropriate delay, 
in establishing the Advisory Search Committee. In additional comments, 


Dr. Kenniff concurred with a previous remark concerning deadlines in 
terms of delays vis-a-vis the procedural document which had been approved 
in 1984, some of which had proven to be workable and others not 
workable; that one of the reasons for the establishment of the Groome 
Committee was to review the question as to when evaluation and advisory 
search committees should be struck, etc.; that as he had already indicated, 
the question of undertaking a review of the Faculty had been raised 
immediately following the resignation of the previous Dean, and that the 
decision had been made to postpone the striking of a search committee 
because of the need to carry out a review; and that that was what had 
occurred with the blessing and approval of the Board of Governors. In 
addition, emphasizing that this exercise highlighted the importance of 
procedural review, he advised that the Vice-Rector, Academic, immediately 
following her appointment, had discussed with him and other members of 
the senior academic administration, the question of the systematic review of 
academic units of the University; that it was agreed that there was a need to 
have eventually a procedure that would be approved by Senate following 
discussion, but that in the meantime it was important that a process be 
established because of the number of appointments coming up; and that that 
was what the Vice-Rector, Academic, had done with the full support of her 
colleagues; that we now have on today's Agenda the procedural rules that 
would apply henceforth with respect to the periodic appraisal of academic 
units; and that, similarly, with respect to the rules for evaluation and 
advisory search committees, the Groome Committee was receiving input 
from the University community and that its report, which would be 
discussed by Senate and elsewhere, should lead to rules and procedures that 
would compensate for some of the difficulties that have been highlighted in 
this discussion and others that have appeared during the use of the existing 
rules over the course of the last several years. 


Responding to a charge that the report of the Advisory Search Committee, 
which had been created by the Board of Governors, should have been 
received by the Board, Me Gervais advised that normally the Board would 
have received the report from the Vice-Rector, Academic, as Chair of the 
Advisory Search Committee; that in this instance, the report was not tabled, 
and no request was made by any member of the Board to receive the report; 
that other than the members of the Advisory people and not wishing to 
embarrass individuals, there was nothing that one could think of that the 
Board of Governors might discuss that was so important that it must remain 
confidential; that to have a situation, as was the case now being discussed 
by Senate, whereby a core of the Board of Governors could be aware of 
something that everyone else on the Board should not be aware of, was an 
extraordinary situation which represented an extreme that should not be 
tolerated; that such thinking should be eradicated from the mentality of 
everyone at Concordia, including members of the administration; that if we 
have reached such a situation in the University, in large part it was the fault 
of the faculty who, up to this point in time, have not taken their 
responsibilities seriously and spoken out in public; and it was wondered, 
given this situation, whether the Chairman of the Board of Governors now 
would reconstitute the Advisory Search Committee, refer the subject back to 
the Committee and abide by its decision. 


In response, Me Gervais stated emphatically that his answer to the above 
question was no; that the procedures had been followed and the Dean was 
appointed; that unless there was reason to believe that the Dean should be 
removed f or improper conduct, i. e. , conduct not becoming to the position 
which he held, he would continue in the position if he so desired for the full 
term; that it was his information that the Dean was doing an excellent job, 
and that he personally had full confidence in him; and that the Board of 
Governors could not and should not overturn the decision that it had taken 
unless good and sufficient cause was shown, and none has been shown. 


It was stated that Senate has been told that the problem was not with the 
quality of the work of the Advisory Search Committee or the integrity of the 
candidates; and it was argued that such assurances tended to increase rather 
than to decrease one's doubts as to the rationale for the decision that had 
been taken. It was further stated that the Vice-Rector, Academic, actually 
had reviewed the Faculty of Commerce and Administration and had studied 
the Faculty probably more thoroughly than any previous Vice-Rector, 
Academic, but that the Committee's recommendation had not been accepted 
because there were factors that somehow she and her Committee had 
missed, and which information could only be inserted into the process by 
the Rector at a later stage; and that with respect to all of that, it would appear 
that there was a communication problem between the Rector and the Vice- 
Rector, Academic, that should be corrected. In addition,, a concern was 
expressed with the concept that a search committee, once it had submitted its 
initial recommendation, should cease to exist, "like a wasp that has stung 
and must die without having completed its mission in life"; and it was 
argued that an Advisory Search Committee should continue to exist until its 
recommendations have been accepted, 1.e., it should remain in place and be 
available for reciprocal relations with the Board of Governors. 


With respect to a previous comment concerning the practice of informing a 
candidate once a search had reached its conclusion and prior to the 
recommendation being presented to the Board of Governors, the feeling 
was expressed that this was normal practice, that there seemed to be valid 
reasons for doing so, but that this may be one of the areas in which an 
attempt should be made to improve the procedures so that if and when this 
should occur, it would not appear to be a breach in the procedures. It was 
also stated that there was a further problem that remained to be addressed in 
the future,, i.e., the question as to the appropriate role of the Rector with 
respect to search processes chaired by a Vice-Rector, and possible ways in 
which such input might be provided to the deliberations of a search 
committee, and which, it was felt, would be far more acceptable in terms of 
the collegial process than the intervention which had occurred in the present 
instance after a duly established search process had reached its conclusion. 
In addition, it was wondered whether the members of the Board of 
Governors had been provided with a stated rationale or explanation for the 
establishment of the sub-committee; and whether, given that the ultimate 
recommendation of the sub-committee had the effect of overturning the 
Advisory Search committee's recommendation, a rationale for that had ever 
been presented to the. Board of Governors. 


Responding to the above, Me Gervais confirmed that, as recorded in the 
Minutes of the Board of Governors meeting of 18 December 1992, there 
was an explanation given for the creation of the sub-committee and 
substantive discussion before approval of its establishment; and that a 
statement had been made by him to the Board, following which there was a 
discussion on the recommendation of the sub-committee. He reiterated that 
the members of the Board of Governors had received a report and rationale 
for the ultimate conclusions, but they had not received the report of the 
Advisory Search Committee. 


In commenting on behalf of the undergraduate student representatives on 
Senate, Ms. Graham stated that while some light had been shed at today's 
meeting, it was unfortunate that the picture that had been revealed was a 
bleak one; that words had been used to justify actions that had been taken 
with regard to methods used to choose a Dean of the University; and that the 
concern that undergraduate students wished to express at this critical 
juncture in administration/ faculty relations, was that there seemed to be an 
unfortunate lack of understanding of, and respect for, the time-honoured 
procedures and traditions that were a university. After raising questions as 
to the essence of the university, she stated that long after those present, and 
the bricks and mortar were gone, there would still be a university; and that 
distilled down to its essence, a university was the time honoured methods 
and procedures in which knowledge was gained and shared. She also 
advised that it was the hope of the undergraduate student population of 
Concordia University that today's exercise in the expression of 
dissatisfaction by faculty and students with respect to the ways in which 
decisions were made in this University would cause those administrators 
involved in this instance to do some retrospective soul-searching, and affirm 
their participation in the essence of the university. Emphasizing that these 
were salient questions and that there were important choices to be made for 
the future, she stated that while it was possible to have a litigious, 
adversarial and secretive approach by University administrators, in her 
view, and in the view of the undergraduate student population, it was 
possible to have a more lofty goal and a choice that would be consonant 
with some of the words that were being used, e.g., openness, collegiality, 
respect for tradition, etc.; that hopefully, these words have been heard and 
absorbed; that confidence in the ancient consensus-building approach was 
part and parcel, and the essence of what a university was; and that the time 
honoured ways in which knowledge was gained and shared needed to be 
better understood and used on a daily basis. 


Finally, she expressed the feeling that there was a consensus in Senate 
today about the procedures that should be followed in the future and the 
traditions that should be adhered to in the University. 


Responding to a comment with respect to what was described as the 
"gravity of the violation that had been perpetuated by the administration", 
and a concern expressed that the Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
should have been polled or consulted with respect to the appointment of the 
Dean, Me Gervais stated that in his opinion no principles or anything else 
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had been "violated", and the procedures had been followed; that the 
Advisory Search Committee that had been established had included faculty 
members from Commerce and Administration; and that the sub-committee 
had determined that the only persons that should be interviewed were those 
that were directly involved in events that were subsequent to the submission 
of the Advisory Search Committee's recommendation, i.e., Dr. Kenniff and 
Dr. Sheinin. Also, in thanking Senate for having invited him to attend 
today's meeting, he advised that he had enjoyed the meeting and that he was 
prepared to come back again at any time; and that he would be in favour of 
joint meetings of the Board of Governors and Senate, which, he felt, would 
provide an opportunity for an exchange of views and would enable 
members to get to know and to understand each other better. 


Dr. Bertrand advised that he wished to exercise the power of the Chair by 
directing the Secretary to forward the record of this part of the Senate 
meeting, which included comments that could be of value with respect to 
future search procedures, to the Groome Committee. He returned the Chair 
to Dr. Kenniff. 


It was requested and agreed that there be a brief recess before proceeding to 
the next Agenda item. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Commenting on a report concerning Concordia's Thursday Report 
(document US-92-4-Dl) which was being tabled for information in response 
to a "Notice of Motion" submitted by Prof. Newman, Dr. Cohen advised 
that the University shortly would be moving toward the establishment of an 
Editorial Board which would include representatives from the University 
community; and that if members of Senate had any questions with respect to 
this, they should be addressed to Donna Varrica, the Editor of Concordia's 
Thursday Report whose telephone number was listed in the internal 
University directory. 


A round of applause followed an expression of congratulations and 
appreciation to Ms. Varrica who had prepared what was described as a very 
informative report. 


In addition, Dr. Cohen, in reporting on the funding of Québec universities 
for 1992/93 as indicated in the Government's spending estimates which 
were tabled last week, advised that some assumptions and decisions by the 
Government had been integrated into the spending estimates, including the 
assumption that indexation for salaries in the public sector, at the end of the 
six month freeze imposed last year, would result in scaled raises of it, 
followed by a second 1% raise after another six months, which would be 
followed by a 2% raise six months after that, i.e., there would be scaled 
raises from 1% to 4% over a two-year period, as opposed to the 3% raise 
which had been expected; and a general one-time reduction in university 
grants as an equivalent to the application of a 2% reduction in staff in the 
civil service each year for the next five years, which would result in 1 to 1.5 
million dollar reduction in Concordia's grant for the coming year, and 
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which would have to be addressed in the budget to be tabled at the next 
Senate meeting. 


Questions were raised and responded to with respect the effects of the 
above-mentioned grant reduction on Concordia's "deficit absorption plan" 
and catch-up plans vis-a-vis Québec university funding in comparison with 
other Canadian universities. 


Drawing members' attention to document US-92-4-D2, Dr. Sheinin advised 
that many would have received, through the University's efficient and free 
electronic mail system, one or more letters from Dr. V. Fabrikant, together 
with a series of commentaries and allegations; that the report that was being 
tabled at Senate was developed in response to another letter which was 
circulated by Dr. Fabrikant to a majority of the members of the Board of 
Governors, and which dealt with a very specific issue which was core to the 
documents that were circulating in and beyond the University; that she had 
looked very carefully at the documents that were relevant to the particular 
issue that had been raised by Dr. Fabrikant in his letter, and that she had 
found that there was no basis to the allegations that he had made; and that 
she felt that it was appropriate that this information should reach the entire 
academic community, and that she had decided to do so in this manner. In 
response to a number of questions, Dr. Sheinin advised that she did not 
know why certain allegations had not been dealt with prior to her arrival at 
Concordia, and that she would not comment with respect to any grievances 
in which Dr. Fabrikant currently might be involved. In addition, Senate was 
also informed that the matter, in fact, had been dealt with at the moment at 
which substantive accusations which were brought to bear were brought to 
the attention of the Board of Governors; and that the normal policy was that 
such matters should be looked at when substantive issues were involved, 
but that accusations against people which were unsubstantiated an to content 
would not receive consideration until such time as they took on a 
substantive form. Senate was also advised that a formal process would be 
put in place next year which would enable faculty to understand how 
commitments in the Collective Agreement get translated into action; and that 
as mandated by Senate, the Senate Research Committee had completed a 
first draft of procedures for the investigation of allegations of scientific 
misconduct, which eventually would be vetted through the appropriate 
Senate committees and submitted to Senate for study and approval. 


In presenting an oral report with respect to resolutions concerning the 
Groome Committee which previously had been adopted by Senate, Me 
Gaudet, Secretary-General, advised that it was the intention of the 
Committee to table its final report at the May 1992 meeting of the Board of 
Governors; that at the same time, as previously indicated, a copy of the 
report would be forwarded to Senate for its consideration; that the report 
would be formally dealt with at a Fall meeting of the Board; that the 
Committee had also agreed to hold open hearings in the hope of fostering 
collegiality and information-sharing, that the Committee would decide with 
respect to procedures to be followed, and that open hearings were scheduled 
to be held on April 8 and 22, 1992, with Dr. Cohen and Dr. Kenniff 
scheduled to be heard at 8:30 am and 9:15 am, respectively, at the hearing 
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on 8 April 1992 in GM 403-3; and that with respect to the request that 
deliberations be held in public, it was the view of the Committee that there 
was no precedent for committees with such mandates to deliberate and draft 
reports in public, and that there was no valid justification for the request. In 
addition, given that the request for deliberations to be held in public came 
more than five months after the Committee had begun its work, and that 
observers who would not have the benefit of having attended previous 
discussions where much of the material had already been considered, would 
not be able to put future discussions into proper context, it was the feeling 
of the Committee that there would be no advantage in changing its 
procedure at this juncture. She reiterated that the Committee wished to 
emphasize that its report most likely would be tabled with the Board of 
Governors in May, and forwarded to Senate for consideration and 
comment, and at which point there would be ample opportunity for the 
University community to provide input before the Board considered the 
report in the Fall for implementation. 


In response to a concern expressed that members of Senate had not been 
provided with a hard copy of the above report in advance, Me Gaudet 
advised that a copy-of the document which had been given to the Secretary 
could be appended to the minutes of this meeting. She also advised that the 
Senate resolutions had been debated and decided at the Groome Committee 
itself, and not at the Board of Governors. 


In continuing discussion, questions were raised and responded to with 
respect to the lapsed deadline for submissions to the Groome Committee; 
and the subsequent time-table with respect to the Committee's activities, 
including the anticipated date for tabling the report, its submission to Senate 
for consideration, and adoption by the Board of Governors in the Fall. 


Responding to a procedural suggestion concerning the possibility of 
deciding in advance, in the event that as a result of the loss of quorum the 
Agenda was not completed today, that the meeting be recessed and 
continued two weeks from today, Dr. Kenniff urged, in the absence of a 
motion stipulating a specific time for terminating the meeting, that every 
attempt be made to complete the Agenda today. 


Question Period 


Before presenting a "Notice of Motion", Prof. Knitter stated that last year 
the Faculty of Fine Arts was obliged to cut a percentage of its course 
offerings because of budget compressions, some of which reflected 
obligations in the Undergraduate Calendar and were a part of students I 
programmes, including programmes in Education; that the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration was contemplating cancelling a sizeable 
number of course sections; that there were departments in the Faculty of 
Arts and Science that already had cancelled numbers of course sections; and 
that all of these cancellations resulted from budget compressions that 
academic departments had already suffered. He further argued that this 
compression of the course schedule was reaching a point where it could 
have serious academic consequences for the students. 
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Prof. Knitter gave Notice of Motion that "Senate issue a mandate to an 
appropriate body of Senate, such as APC or SCAPP, to report to Senate on 
the circumstances and academic consequences of course schedule 
compressions taking place across the University, and that, in particular, it 
make recommendations regarding the obligation of departments and 
Faculties to offer a schedule of courses adequate to meet programme and 
general education requirements specified in the Undergraduate Calendar". 


In response to a question concerning reductions in space which previously 
had been allocated to Graduate Studies/graduate students in the new Library 
complex,, Dr. Bertrand advised that it was his understanding that in a 
number of departments the faculty has been eating away at space originally 
assigned for Graduate Studies by asking for more and larger faculty offices, 
etc.; that people in his area, who were involved in space allocation, have 
been resisting this pressure to the extent possible; and that they were intent 
upon providing as much space as was possible for graduate students within 
certain constraints; and that he would take the question back for 
consideration and further response at the next Senate meeting. 


Procedural Guidelines for Periodic Appraisal of Academic Units 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ, SECONDED BY PROF. PELUSO, 
THAT THE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR PERIODIC 
APPRAISAL OF ACADEMIC UNITS, AS CONTAINED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-4-D3, BE APPROVED. 


Acting Dean Valaskakis advised that the proposed Guidelines had not yet 
gone through the Arts and Science Faculty Council; that the Faculty Council 
felt strongly that items of this nature, 1.e., academic issues, should be vetted 
at Faculty Council; and that Prof. MacKay, Chair, Academic Programmes 
Committee, had agreed to attend the next Faculty Council meeting to discuss 
the proposal. 


IT WAS MOVED BY ACTING DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY 
PROF. DRYSDALE, THAT THE PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR 
PERIODIC APPRAISAL OF ACADEMIC UNITS BE TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (12 
in favour; 0 opposed; 8 abstentions). 


In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff pointed out that the motion that was 
adopted was a tabling motion; that it was his expectation that the matter 
would be considered by the Arts and Science Faculty Council; and that 
Prof. MacKay probably would be sensitive to the fact that other Faculty 
Councils might wish to consider the matter, and that they could do so. 
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Motion concerning the Chairship of Senate 


Noting that both the Chair and Vice-Chair of Senate had an involvement 
with this item, Dr. Kenniff suggested, and it was agreed, that Dr. Bertrand 
chair this segment of the meeting. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY MS. 
GRAHAMI THAT MEETINGS OF SENATE IN THE FUTURE BE 
CHAIRED BY THE VICE-RECTOR, ACADEMIC, (DOCUMENT 
US-92-4-D5). 


In explaining the rationale for the motion, Prof. Newman advised that it was 
based on her own consideration as to what the functioning of a university 
should be, 1.e., that the Vice-Rector, Academic, should be the top academic 
officer in the university, and that the academic responsibilities of the 
university should lie with the Office of the Vice-Rector, Academic; and that 
since Senate was the top academic body and should discuss widely any 
academic issue that required such discussion, it should be chaired by the top 
academic officer in the university, i.e., the Vice-Rector, Academic. She also 
argued that it was unwise in an institution to centre power in any one office; 
that the structure should be carefully arranged so that there was a business 
side of the university, i.e., the Board of Governors, chaired by one person, 
and another side representing the really important function of the university, 
namely, the academic interests, which would be chaired by another person; 
and that this would allow a separation of powers, and would authorize the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, to stand up for faculty in a way that the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, presently was not authorized to do. 


During the ensuing discussion, it was argued that the role of the Rector 
must include an academic content; that if the Rector was not involved in 
Senate, it could affect adversely Senate's impact and influence in university 
affairs; that we should resist any attempt to separate the running of the 
University into an academic and a nonacademic side, and that we should be 
doing everything possible to keep these two aspects together; that the 
present system had worked well for quite a few years, and that there were 
reasons behind it that could make it very valuable in the future in keeping 
the Rector involved in the academic side of the University; that Senate also 
dealt with matters involving the other Vice-Rectors, and it was important to 
have the integrative structure that presently existed; that the Rector was the 
highest academic and administrative officer in the University, and as such 
should be involved in Senate; that the Rector, as a voting member of the 
Board of Governors provided a necessary linkage between the Senate and 
the Board; and that it was appropriate that the Vice-Rector, Academic, was 
Chair of the Senate Committee on Academic Planning and Priorities which 
was the important body in terms of academic planning and priorities in the 
University. 


With respect to some of the above comments, it was argued that there was 
no intention in the motion on the floor, if approved, that the Rector should 
not continue to participate in Senate. 


With respect to the current structure, members were advised that the reform 
process leading to the legislation under which Senate was currently 
constituted involved a 5 to 6 months process which straddled two academic 
years; that it had involved considerable debate about the nature of balance 
and structure, the place of Senate in the University and how that best ought 
to be expressed, and who should be ex-officio voting and non-voting 
members, etc.; that the debate, which was long and complex, was very 
successful, and did not merit a possible tinkering with one aspect without 
considering the entire structure and complexity of the issue. It was also 
argued that Senate had hit its stride in the past few years vis-a-vis the 
functioning of its committees, their relationship to one another and to 
Senate; that there were things that Senate was now involved in terms of the 
running of the University that it was never involved in prior to its 
restructuring, including the budget; that it was misguided to consider the 
issue now before Senate without considering the entire structural question; 
and that considering the time, energy, and discussion that had been spent 
only a few years ago on designing the current structure, Senate should be 
given an opportunity to build on that experience and to carry forward with 
respect to the momentum that it had achieved. 


The feeling was expressed that at this time in the history of the University, 
we should continue with the existing model; that the Rector should continue 
to chair Senate; but that we should be more self-critical with respect to 
Senate's powers and mandate; and that we should consider ways of making 
Senate more effective and possibly broadening its mandate to include more 
shared functions and jurisdictions with the Board of Governors. 


In continuing discussion, various suggestions were made with respect to 
possible alternatives to having the Senate chaired by either the Rector or the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, including electing the Chair from among its own 
membership, and establishing a model based on creating a position of 
"Speaker of the House" which was currently being given some attention by 
CAUT. 


In response to a request that the motion be voted on by secret ballot, it was 
pointed out that the normal practice at Senate was that voting was conducted 
in the open; but that, in accordance with procedures, it could be decided by 
a majority vote that a secret ballot be held. In response to a question,, Dr. 
Bertrand advised that given that a procedural motion for a secret ballot had 
not been seconded, the main motion was still on the floor for consideration. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY DR. 
SHEININ THAT THE MAIN MOTION BE TABLED. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED, (5 
in favour; 9 opposed; 4 abstentions). 


Prof. Newman stated that she did not consider the directive from the Chair 
that a secret ballot could be determined by a majority vote to be a precedent. 


92-4-16 


92-4-17 


In responding to the above, Dr. "Bertrand read the applicable passage in 
Robert's Rules of Order. 


Also, in response to a follow-up question, Dr. Kenniff advised that while 
he has been Chair of Senate, and prior to that, it has been his understanding 
that the meetings of Senate have been governed by Robert's Rules of Order; 
that he has always invited members to attempt to function on an informal 
basis insofar as possible; and that his practice has been to refer to Robert's 
Rules of Order only when there was a difference of opinion as to what 
procedure should govern a particular situation, as had just occurred with 
respect to the call for a secret ballot. 


A concern was voiced over what was termed the "double-standard" 
exhibited during today's meeting with respect to the condemnation of 
excessive secrecy by particular bodies in the University, and a request for a 
secret ballot with respect to the motion on the floor. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS DEFEATED, (1 in 
favour; 15 opposed; 3 abstentions). 


Dr. Bertrand returned the Chair to Dr. Kenniff. 


Joint Meeting of Senate and the Board of Governors 


Proposal from the Steering Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. DRYSDALE, SECONDED BY DEAN 
SWAMY, THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE. 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING 
MEETINGS BETWEEN SENATE AND THE BOARD, AND BETWEEN 
THE STEERING COMMITTEE OF SENATE AND THE EXECUTIVE 
COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD, PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT 
US-92-4-D7. 


NOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 


Extraordinary meeting of Senate and the Board of Governors 


In response to a question, Prof. Newman stated that she did not feel that the 
adoption of the previous resolution had excluded the possibility of a meeting 
between the Senate and the Board of Governors occurring at this time. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DRYSDALE,, THAT SENATE INVITES THE ENTIRE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS TO MEET WITH IT IN EXTRAORDINARY AND OPEN 
SESSION, FOR A 2-3 HOUR OPEN DISCUSSION AS TO THE 
NATURE OF THE ACADEMIC MISSION, AND THE CONDITIONS 
NEEDED TO MAINTAIN AND IMPROVE THE UNIVERSITY MILIEU 
SO AS TO FURTHER ITS ACADEMIC SUCCESS. 


It was pointed out that there was no time limit specified for the joint meeting 
referred to in the motion. 


It was suggested, and agreed by the mover and the seconder, that the phrase 
- AS SOON AS POSSIBLE - be included in the main motion. 


During discussion, it was suggested that if the Senate was going to be 
meeting with the Board of Governors before June 1992, the report of the 
Groome Committee might be considered as a possible item for discussion. 
It was also suggested that the mechanics of arranging the joint meeting 
might perhaps be considered by the Steering Committee of Senate and the 
Executive Committee of the Board of Governors. 


THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED, (11 in favour; 0 opposed; 8 abstentions). 


Next Meeting 


92-4-18 Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm, Friday, 1 May 1992 in the Russell W. Breen Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 
92-4-19 The meeting was adjourned at 6:05 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


